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knowledge) while the latter is common also to the knowle-
dge that arises from a 'paurusheya vakya'- (human uttera-
nce). Take the sentence, 'there are flowers on the bahks of
the river'. From this we get the apprehension of the
knowledge about the flowers which are on the banks of the
river. As such here too we have the integration of the
knowledge which is its cause. This second alternative can-
not constitute a difference between 'smriti jnana' and
'jnananumana'.

Hence we have to admit that 'sa ity akarah9 means '
that which arises 'from the 'samskara9. Then we have to
recognise that memory is different from jnananumana in
so far as the former arises only from the ^samskara".
Padmapada rejects this argument and observes6 "in order
to assume the suppression of any entity due to 'dosha'
there ought to be an additional something in the cognition.
This additional something is not to be found either in the
apprehension (pratiti) or in the object (artha)".

Now, take dream cognition. Is it a case of error where
there is non-discrimination between two perceived entities ?
Or between a perceived enttiity and a remembered one ? Or
between two remembered entities ? The cognition of blue
cannot be different from the cognising self. And since we
do not cognise the blue that is different from the self, the
first alternative stands rejected. In the cognition of blue,
since the blue is not different from the sell", we may have to
say 'I am blue' and this is absurd. The ^T is immediately
apprehended and the 'blue' is the remembered entity. The
non-discrimination between the two is there. Since the per-
ceived is not discriminated from the remembered, the latter
becomes immediate ('aparoksha'). Likewise^ since the reme"